Purpose -The purpose of this paper is to explore the impact of leaders' attachment orientation and social self-efficacy on the enactment of abusive supervision. Design/methodology/approach -Data were obtained from a sample of leader-subordinate dyads (n ¼ 114), and were collected using a Panel Service. Findings -The results show that a Close/Depend attachment orientation was negatively associated with abusive supervision, while an Anxious attachment orientation was positively associated with abusive supervision. Social self-efficacy mediated these relationships. Research limitations/implications -The results generate a deeper understanding of the etiology of destructive leadership. Applying attachment theory to the study of abusive supervision also offers a new theoretical perspective on potential precursors of this behavior. Practical implications -The findings suggest organizations might benefit from attempts to alter leaders' destructive attachment orientations, and by extension, reduce their abusive behavior. It may also be possible to reduce the occurrence of abusive supervision by implementing leadership development initiatives aimed at enhancing leaders' confidence in their social skills. Social implications -By identifying several potential precursors to abusive supervision, this study highlights possible points of intervention to combat a form of leadership that is linked with employee suffering. Thus, the findings can be used to help improve the working lives of those who are affected by this destructive workplace behavior. Originality/value -Until now, research has not considered leaders' attachment orientation as an antecedent to abusive supervision, nor has it explored the meditational role of social self-efficacy. The use of leaderfollower dyads in this study also helps reduce issues related to social desirability biases and common method variance. Keywords Abusive supervision, Self-efficacy, Managerial psychology, Relationships, Social dynamics, Interpersonal relations Paper type Research paper Abusive supervision-defined as the extent to which supervisors engage in ongoing displays of verbal and non-verbal (non-physical) hostility (e.g. public ridicule, rudeness; Tepper, 2000)-is costly to employees and organizations. Previous research reveals that abusive supervision predicts stress, psychological and physical health problems (e.g. Schyns and Schilling, 2013; Tepper, 2000) , increased turnover intentions (e.g. Harvey et al., 2007 ), burnout (e.g. Yagil, 2006 and negative job-related attitudes (e.g. Schyns and Schilling, 2013) among followers. Moreover, harm to the organization has also been shown; supervisor mistreatment is related to subordinate deviance (e.g. Thau et al., 2009; Tepper et al., 2009) , and decreases in employee (e.g. Peng et al., 2014) and organizational performance (e.g. Schyns and Schilling, 2013) . When consequences such as these are
coupled with estimates that 14 percent of US employees are victims of abusive supervision (Schat et al., 2006) , the importance of addressing this workplace problem is evident.
To mitigate the occurrence of this issue, research on the antecedents of abusive supervision has been increasing. Some of this research has linked this type of leadership to contextual (e.g. organizational structure, workplace climate, national culture; Aryee et al., 2008; Luthans et al., 1998; Mawritz et al., 2012) , dispositional (e.g. stress, depressive symptoms, authoritarianism, Machiavellianism; Aryee et al., 2008; Burton et al., 2012; Byrne et al., 2014; Kiazad et al., 2010) and developmental (e.g. histories of family undermining and aggression; Garcia et al., 2014; Kiewitz et al., 2012) variables. Further, others have focused on how abusive supervision may be a product of social learning, identity threat or self-regulatory impairment (Tepper et al., 2017) . However, of the research that has been generated on the antecedents of abusive supervision, the role of leaders' cognitive differences in their approach to relationships, such as their working relational mental models (i.e. attachment orientation), has been virtually ignored. Similarly, the impact that a leader's self-doubt may have on the enactment of abusive behavior has not garnered attention. Accordingly, drawing on attachment theory (Bowlby, 1982; Hazen and Shaver, 1987) , social cognitive theory (Bandura, 2001 ) and the social competencies and interpersonal processes (SCIP) model (Mallinckrodt, 2000) , it is the goal of the current study to explore the impact of leaders' attachment orientation (i.e. close, depend, anxious) on subordinates' reports of abusive supervision, as well as the role of leaders' social self-efficacy in helping to explain the connection between attachment and this toxic form of leadership.
We believe that exploring these relationships is important for several reasons. Examining how attachment impacts abusive supervision could provide new theoretical insights into the etiology of this leadership behavior. While previous work investigating the antecedents of abusive supervision has argued that these leaders are ones who feel threatened (identity threat), believe behaving abusively is appropriate (social learning), or are unable to control themselves (self-regulation; Tepper et al., 2017) , by applying attachment theory to the study of abusive supervision, we address the question of destructive leadership from a cognitive, perceptual point of view and potentially highlight the cognitive basis of this abuse of power. If we are able to show that leaders' internal working models of the self and others serve as antecedents to this damaging form of leadership, support for the theory that abusive supervision is a product of how leaders conceptualize their relational world, will be gleaned. Moreover, our examination of social self-efficacy as the mechanism through which attachment affects leaders' hostile behaviors provides an additional explanation for why leaders engage in abusive supervision, and highlights how in some cases, destructive leadership may be partly attributable to the self-defeating cognitions that leaders hold about themselves. Finally, from a practical perspective, if we are able to show that the ways leaders perceive the self, others (i.e. attachment orientation) and their own capabilities (i.e. social self-efficacy) are linked to this counterproductive workplace behavior, targeted interventions designed to help leaders restructure these damaging perceptions in more positive ways, may be developed.
Theoretical background

Attachment theory
John Bowlby (1982) developed attachment theory, postulating that infants are born with an innate tendency to seek out and maintain close proximity to their primary caregiver. Bowlby theorized that when young children are in close proximity to their caregivers, they feel safe, secure and confident to explore their surroundings. However, when infants are separated from their caregivers, they engage in various "attachment behaviors" (e.g. monitoring, searching, crying) in an attempt to regain proximity to them. The way in which a primary caregiver responds to these attention-seeking behaviors shapes a child's cognitive working models of the self and others. Extending Bowlby's original ideas, Ainsworth et al. (1978) established 215 Attachment and abusive supervision three attachment patterns infants develop given the (un)success of their attachment-seeking behaviors: secure, anxious-ambivalent and avoidant.
Based on the continuity of internal working models-the notion that models of the "self" and "others" developed in the context of infant-caregiver interactions carry forward into adulthood, subsequently guiding expectations, perceptions and behavior in new relationships (Collins, 1996)-Hazen and Shaver (1987) translated Ainsworth et al.'s (1978) typology into three attachment descriptions (i.e. secure, avoidant and anxious) to study the role of attachment in adult romantic relationships (see Feeney, 2008 for a review). Since then, various categorizations and dimensional models of adult attachment have been developed (see Ravitz et al., 2010) . In the current study, we rely on Collins and Read's (1990) three primary underlying attachment dimensions: close, depend and anxiety. The close dimension reflects how comfortable individuals are with closeness and intimacy, the depend dimension concerns the extent to which one trusts others and feels others are available when needed, while the anxious dimension reflects one's fear of rejection, abandonment and not being loved. We draw on this perspective given the belief that such an approach is preferable to using attachment categories. Compared to categorizations that isolate individuals into one attachment category (despite the fact they may still exhibit some features of another category), the underlying dimensional approach more accurately detects individual differences in scores for the various attachment types (Ravitz et al., 2010) . Further, Collins and Read (1990) contend that measuring attachment through their underlying dimensions provides a better understanding of the contents of the attachment mental models that drive cognitive, emotional and behavioral responses in adult relationships. Thus, dimensional measures have been shown to be better predictors of relevant outcomes than categorical measures (Collins and Read, 1990) , and have been argued to "be of great utility in research" (Ravitz et al., 2010, p. 428 ).
Attachment dimensions and social self-efficacy Defined as the belief in one's own ability to execute and regulate the important actions in their lives, self-efficacy is a foundational self-perception that takes on domain specific forms (Bandura, 1997) . To this end, social self-efficacy beliefs pertain to one's confidence in their ability to engage in positive social interactions-to form and maintain social relationships, work cooperatively with others and manage different types of interpersonal conflicts Gecas, 1989) . A central tenant of self-efficacy theory is that self-efficacy beliefs are developed through enactive mastery experiences and feedback about one's performance (Bandura, 2001) . Thus, our interpersonal experiences with attachment figures, and the views of the self and others that are engendered from these experiences (i.e. our mental models), may in fact shape our perceptions concerning our relational capabilities. In particular, it is believed that the basis of our social self-efficacy beliefs is formed by how caregivers respond to attachment-seeking behaviors (Corcoran and Mallinckrodt, 2000) .
According to the SCIP model (Mallinckrodt, 2000) , a secure attachment to caregivers results in the generation of important social competencies-dispositions and skills that are necessary for recruiting and maintaining supportive, close relationships, of which social self-efficacy is one (Mallinckrodt, 2000; Mallinckrodt and Wei, 2005) -whereas insecure attachment leads to deficits of these social competencies. Moreover, in line with attachment theory, the SCIP model holds that the positive or negative models of self and others emanating from early attachment relationships are largely responsible for engendering (or not) these interpersonal capabilities.
On the one hand, as the attachment-seeking behaviors of anxiously attached individuals are met with unresponsiveness and unavailability from caregivers (Mikulincer and Shaver, 2016) , these children come to see themselves as unacceptable and unworthy of comfort and care (i.e. a negative working model of the self; Cassidy, 2000)-a self-view that they carry with them into adulthood, subsequently shaping their understanding of, and behavior within, social relationships. As a result, anxious adults go on to fear rejection and abandonment (Pietromonaco and Barrett, 2000) , show signs of distress when engaged in dyadic conversations (e.g. Guerrero, 1996) and in clinical samples demonstrate high levels of social anxiety (e.g. greater fear of social interactions, negative evaluations and being scrutinized by others in the course of everyday activities) and social withdrawal (e.g. greater avoidance of feared situations; Eng et al., 2001) . Adults with an anxious attachment style may thus have difficulty trusting their own ability to engage in positive social interactions because their working models lead them to expect negative outcomes from close relationships, and feel relatively powerless and unable to bring about desired relationship outcomes (Cassidy, 2000; Tronick, 1989) .
In contrast, individuals who are comfortable with closeness and dependency have had attachment figures that are responsive, reliable and available when needed. In receiving the response sought from caregivers in times of distress, these children develop a representation of the self as acceptable and worthy, and also come to see others as accessible, reliable and trustworthy (Cassidy, 2000) . These positive working models of the self and others promote a healthy capacity for intimacy and positive relationships later in life, influence how these individuals subsequently interpret social events, and shape the expectations they come to hold about future interpersonal situations (Pietromonaco and Barrett, 2000) . As securely attached individuals do not worry about others rejecting them (Bohlin et al., 2000; Hazen and Shaver, 1987) , display high levels of social skills (e.g. DiTommaso et al., 2003) and are characterized by a psychological sense of "felt" security in the context of relationships (Bretherton, 1985; Pietromonaco and Barrett, 2000) , such interpretations and expectations should positively affect their self-perceived competence in social relationships.
Accordingly, when taken together we suggest that while anxious leaders may doubt their capability to initiate social contact and develop positive relationships, those characterized by attachment closeness and dependence will feel confident in their interactions with others, and will believe they are capable of fostering positive relationships with those around them:
H1. The anxious attachment dimension will be negatively associated with social self-efficacy.
H2. The close and depend attachment dimensions will be positively associated with leaders' social self-efficacy.
Social self-efficacy and abusive supervision According to social cognitive theory, the self-efficacy belief system is the foundation of human motivation, ultimately influencing one's thought patterns, emotions and actions (Bandura, 2001) . Moreover, social cognitive theory maintains that self-efficacy determines the way that people interact with their social environment and arrange their social relationships. Importantly, leadership is by definition, a social phenomenon (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995; Uhl-Bien, 2006) , and a prominent mark of effective leadership is the ability to motivate, inspire and develop positive relationships with one's followers (e.g. Bass, 1990; Bass and Riggio, 2006) . However, in line with social cognitive theory, leaders who doubt their ability to engender these interpersonal outcomes (i.e. those with low social self-efficacy) will not only be less motivated to enact these high-quality leadership behaviors, but may ultimately engage in more transgressive conduct within this interpersonal domain (e.g. interpersonal breaches, lying, destructiveness; verbal assaults; Bandura et al., 2001 ). According to Bandura et al. (2001, p. 125) , a strong sense of efficacy can prevent transgressive behavior "in large part, by promoting prosocialness, curtailing the propensity 217 Attachment and abusive supervision to disengage moral self-sanctions from socially alienating and harmful conduct, and countering ruminative and vengeful affectivity." Extending this to social self-efficacy in particular, Bandura et al.'s (2001) longitudinal research shows a connection between lower levels of social self-efficacy, lower levels of positive relationship behaviors (e.g. kindness and cooperativeness), higher levels of hostile and retaliatory thought patterns, and ultimately the enactment of anti-social conduct. In a study capturing the behavioral responses of participants to instances of ambiguous provocation, Erdley and Asher (1996) further find that compared to those who either withdraw or undertake problem solving in the face of harmful acts, those who had an aggressive response were less efficacious about their pro-social skills. Moreover, research highlights the effectiveness of bullying intervention programs that target the social self-efficacy beliefs of those who display aggressive behavior (e.g. DeRosier, 2004) , further suggesting the role of this self-perception in the enactment of aggression. When applied to the current context, this research supports the conjecture that leaders low on this positive self-perception will be prone to behave in destructive ways toward their subordinates, as they lack the key capacity to exercise control over anti-social thought processes, affect and actions that this mechanism of personal agency affords: H3. Leaders' social self-efficacy will be negatively related to abusive supervision.
The mediating role of social self-efficacy Consistent with prior research on attachment styles and leadership (see Yip et al., 2017 for a review), the pattern of relationships outlined above points to the potentially far reaching effects of leaders' attachment orientation, such that the close, depend and anxious attachment dimensions may indirectly (through social self-efficacy) influence leaders' hostile leadership behavior. This is in line with Collins and Read's (1994) framework for how attachment affects behavioral responses. According to this framework, the self/other schemas that make up attachment working models have a direct impact on one's cognitions (e.g. interpretations of social situations; one's self-image), and it is these cognitions that then determine how one will choose to behave in a given situation. Moreover, a central tenant of the SCIP model is that key social competencies emanating from attachment relationships mediate the direct effects of attachment on outcome variables, ultimately transmitting the impact of attachment to outcomes (Mallinckrodt, 2000; Mallinckrodt and Wei, 2005) . Drawing upon these frameworks, we thus suggest that the working models that have developed from leaders' interpersonal experiences with attachment figures will directly influence their social self-efficacy beliefs, which in turn, will affect how aggressively they behave:
H4. Leaders' scores on the anxious attachment dimension will be positively and indirectly related to abusive supervision through social self-efficacy.
H5. Leaders' scores on the close and depend attachment dimensions will be negatively and indirectly related to abusive supervision through social self-efficacy.
Method
Sample and procedure
We recruited a sample of 114 leader-subordinate dyads working in a variety of industries in the US through Clear Voice Panel Services. To recruit the dyads, we first had Clear Voice invite full-time employees (i.e. subordinates) who report directly to, and interact with a leader on a weekly basis, to complete an online survey. As part of this online survey, we asked the subordinates to send a recruitment e-mail (drafted by the researchers) to the leader to whom they report directly. We asked that subordinates send the recruitment e-mail to their direct leader to reduce the possibility that subordinates who had multiple (indirect) leaders would send the recruitment notice to a person (s)he would be prone to rate more favorably. Leaders and subordinates completed separate online questionnaires. Leaders answered questions about their attachment orientation and their social self-efficacy. To avoid issues associated with common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2012) , subordinates rated their leaders' levels of abusive supervision. Since attachment orientation and social self-efficacy were self-reported by leaders, we sought to further alleviate concerns about common method variance that could arise from social desirability and acquiescence biases by assuring participants that their survey responses were anonymous (Podsakoff et al., 2003) . Also, because leaders rated attachment orientation and social self-efficacy on different Likert scales, concern that some co-variation among studied variables is attributed to similar scale format and anchors is mitigated (Podsakoff et al., 2003) [1].
In the subordinate sample (M age ¼ 39.42 years, SD ¼ 10.41), 56.1 percent were male, most were Caucasian (73.7 percent), and most had been working for their organizations for an average of 8.25 years (SD ¼ 6.83). In all, 38.6 percent had a college diploma or less, 47.4 percent had an undergraduate university degree and 14.1 percent had a professional/ master's degree or doctorate. On average, subordinates had been working with their direct leader for 2.75 years (SD ¼ 2.65).
The mean age and organizational tenure of the leader sample was 45.15 (SD ¼ 9.53) and 11.13 (SD ¼ 7.41) years, respectively. Most (62.3 percent) leaders were male, 78.1 percent were Caucasian, 29.8 percent had a college diploma or less, 43 percent had an undergraduate university degree, while 27.2 percent had a professional/master's degree or doctorate.
Measures
Adult attachment. We used the Adult Attachment Scale (Collins and Read, 1990) to assess the close, depend and anxious attachment dimensions. Although this measure is one of the most widely used to assess adult attachment, there have been some questions raised about its psychometric properties (see Kurdek, 2002) . Therefore, we used the eight items recommended by Kurdek (2002) to measure the close and depend dimensions ( four items measure each dimension). Sample items include "I find it relatively easy to get close to others" (close dimension; α ¼ 0.73) and "I am comfortable depending on others" (depend dimension; α ¼ 0.69). Following others (e.g. Brennan et al., 1998; Collins, 1996; Davila et al., 1998) , we combined the close and depend items into an overall measure (i.e. close/depend dimension; α ¼ 0.78). The primary reason for doing so was conceptual, as these two dimensions operate similarly to describe Hazen and Shaver's (1987) original model of adult attachment (Collins and Read, 1990) , and because together, they underpin the avoidance dimension of the two-dimensional approach to attachment (Brennan et al., 1998; Mikulincer and Shaver, 2016) [2].
Because Kurdek failed to isolate valid and reliable items to measure anxiety, we used the four items (e.g. "I often worry that others won't want to stay with me") from Wu and Parker's (2017) shortened Adult Attachment Scale to measure this dimension (α ¼ 0.65). This short-form measure has been used in previous studies (e.g. Parker, 2012, 2017) and has demonstrated good construct validity and reliability (Wu and Parker, 2017) . All items assessing adult attachment were ranked on a scale of 1 (not at all like me) to 5 (very much like me).
Social self-efficacy. We used five items from Sherer et al.'s (1982) social self-efficacy measure (e.g. "If I see someone I would like to meet, I go to that person instead of waiting for him or her to come to me"). The response scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Following the recommendation of Cristobal et al. (2007) , we examined the item total correlations of this scale, and identified one item with a value that fell below a 219 Attachment and abusive supervision minimum cutoff of 0.3 (r ¼ 0.01). As this datum suggests that this item is not clearly representative of the construct under study (Wieland et al., 2017) , we thus deleted it. In so doing, the reliability coefficient α of this scale improved. The final scale demonstrated good internal consistency (α ¼ 0.67).
Abusive supervision. To assess abusive supervision, subordinates responded to Tepper's (2000) 15-item measure (α ¼ 0.98) on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample items include "My leader invades my privacy" and "My leader ridicules me."
Quality check items. Following DeSimone et al. 's (2015) recommendation, several quality assurance questions meant to verify that participants were paying adequate attention (e.g. "please select strongly disagree") were included, and were inconspicuously placed throughout both subordinates' and leaders' questionnaires.
Control variables. To rule out plausible alternative explanations for our findings, we considered several variables as potential controls. First, to account for the extent to which subordinates were positively disposed to their leader, we asked subordinates to rate how much they enjoyed working with their leader. Moreover, because females are less likely to engage in aggressive behaviors than males (Baron et al., 1999) , we also considered controlling for leader gender in our analyses. Likewise, we considered the number of hours leaders work per week as a relevant control. Typically, the more individuals work, the higher their levels of stress (Meurs and Perrewe, 2011) , and with stress often comes abusive supervision (Burton et al., 2012) . Finally, we contemplated controlling for the length of the relationship between subordinates and their leader, given that subordinates with less exposure to their leader may be less accurate in rating abusive supervision (Wu and Parker, 2017) .
Data analysis
Given recent recommendations (e.g. Becker et al., 2016; Bernerth and Aguinis, 2016) , we determined whether controlling for the aforementioned variables was necessary by examining the bivariate correlations (see Table I ) between these variables and our mediator and dependent variables. Neither leader gender nor tenure with leader was significantly related to social self-efficacy or abusive supervision. We also analyzed our hypothesized model with and without the control variables to determine if the results differed (Becker, 2005) . Doing so revealed that the difference in the standardized parameter estimates for all specified relationships in our model was less than 0.1, thereby meeting Becker et al.'s (2016) cutoff. Consequently, to maximize statistical power and enhance the interpretability of parameter estimates (Becker et al., 2016; Bernerth and Aguinis, 2016) , we did not include any control variables in our hypotheses tests.
We analyzed our hypothesized model as an observed variable path model using maximum likelihood estimation as implemented in AMOS 25. We compared this model to Table I . Means, standard deviations and correlations of studied variables two alternative partial mediation models in which an additional parameter was added between the anxious attachment orientation and abusive supervision (Model A) and the close/depend attachment orientation and abusive supervision (Model B). All analyses were based on the covariance matrix. Prior to testing these models we checked to ensure that our data are appropriate for maximum likelihood estimation (i.e. are multivariate normal) by obtaining the overall scales' skewness and kurtosis indicators as well as the critical ratio for multivariate kurtosis through AMOS. Results indicated that the data are multivariate normal as the skewness and kurtosis values were within acceptable ranges of 2 and 7, respectively (West et al., 1995) , with skewness values ranging from −0.04 to 0.99 and kurtosis values ranging from −1.26 to −0.25. Further, the critical ratio value (0.44) for multivariate kurtosis was within Bentler's (2005) cutoff criteria (i.e. o5).
Results
Descriptive data and intercorrelations for all study variables appear in Table I .
The hypothesized model provided a good fit to the data: Hu and Bentler (1999) and MacCallum et al. (1996) . Standardized parameter estimates and R 2 values for the proposed model are shown in Figure 1 . As predicted, the anxious attachment dimension was negatively related to social self-efficacy ( β ¼ −0.48, po0.01), supporting H1. In contrast, close/depend was positively related to social self-efficacy ( β ¼ 0.33, po0.01), thereby supporting H2. In support of H3, social self-efficacy was negatively related to abusive supervision ( β ¼ −0.47 po0.01). Standardized indirect effects ¼ 0.23 (anxious) and −0.16 (close/depend). It is important to note that given the low reliability of some of our measures, it is possible that model relationships are attenuated.
Finally, support emerged for H4 and H5 as comparing our hypothesized fully mediated model to the two alternative partially mediated models revealed that, while each model also provided a good fit (see Table II 
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Attachment and abusive supervision the standardized direct effects between the anxious attachment dimension and abusive supervision ( β ¼ 0.15) and between the close/depend attachment dimension and abusive supervision ( β ¼ −0.13) were not significant ( pW0.05). As a result, we retain the fully mediated model, which suggests the anxious and close/depend attachment dimensions indirectly effect abusive supervision through social self-efficacy.
Discussion
Understanding the antecedents of abusive supervision is critical to preventing its occurrence, and thus, consequences. Accordingly, we sought to expand our current understanding of the cognitive and perceptual precursors that predispose some leaders to behave abusively. Specifically, based on a sample of leader-subordinate dyads working in a variety of industries, we explored how leaders' attachment orientation affects their engagement in abusive supervisory behavior through their social self-efficacy beliefs. Consistent with our hypotheses, our results suggest that leaders who are high on the close/ depend attachment dimensions believe that they have the ability to cultivate successful relationships (i.e. demonstrate higher levels of social self-efficacy), and in turn, are less likely to enact abusive supervision. In contrast, leaders who are high on the anxious attachment dimension doubt their abilities to develop successful relationships (i.e. demonstrate lower levels of social self-efficacy), and consequently, engage in higher levels of abusive supervision. Taken together, these results bring us one step closer to understanding the cognitive basis of abusive supervision.
Theoretical implications
To date, research has shown that the antecedents of abusive supervision operate through three overarching theoretical mechanisms: social learning, identity threat and self-regulatory impairment (Tepper et al., 2017) . While this research provides insight into the etiology of abusive supervision, an understanding of how leaders' cognitive representations of their relational worlds may predispose some to engage in abusive behavior, is missing. This omission not only precludes a promising point of intervention (as discussed below), but also stifles a more holistic understanding of the leaders who engage in this type of mistreatment. By applying an attachment framework to abusive supervision, our research provides an alternative conceptualization of the origins of this workplace problem, thus contributing to theory-building around this issue. As a result, we gain a deeper understanding of who abusive supervisors are, how they view themselves and others, and how these perceptions can impact their behavior. This study also extends the leadership literature more broadly by supporting the application of an attachment perspective to the study of leadership. Although attachment theory has been used to understand the occurrence of a handful of leadership styles (e.g. Davidovitz et al., 2007; Doverspike et al., 1997; Popper, 2002; Popper et al., 2000; Richards and Hackett, 2012) , to date, the number of empirical studies on this topic has been relatively small (Wu and Parker, 2017) . Our study thus contributes to this larger research stream.
Finally, our findings on the mediational role of social self-efficacy also contribute to the theoretical underpinnings of abusive supervision, by providing an explanation for how one's attachment orientation impacts leadership behavior. Specifically, these findings demonstrate that one's working models of the self/others can influence toxic leadership by shaping how confident leaders are in their ability to positively interact with or form relationships with others. As a result, we gain a deeper understanding of the abusive supervisor as one who is insecure about his/her relationship abilities, and more broadly, about how one's relational cognitions lead to powerful ability-based self-perceptions, which in turn, impact workplace conduct.
Practical implications
Organizations may be able to use the knowledge produced by this study to positively affect leadership in two ways. First, drawing upon Bowlby's (1982) notion that attachment schemas can be influenced by new experiences, organizations might benefit from attempts to alter leaders' destructive attachment orientations, and by extension, reduce their abusive behavior. For instance, insecurely attached employees may become more secure when they experience supportive leadership (Wu and Parker, 2017) . Extending this, we suggest that organizations might well profit from providing anxiously attached leaders with emotional support, making it less likely that they will enact abusive supervisory behavior. It might also be possible for organizations to assist leaders in recognizing how they perceive the self and others, and then take steps to counteract any negative perceptions that they hold (e.g. cultivating leaders' sense of self-worth). Moreover, given the mediating role of social self-efficacy in our study, it may be possible to reduce the frequency and occurrence of abusive supervision by implementing leadership development initiatives aimed at enhancing one's confidence in their social skills. For example, by providing leaders with cognitive-behavioral counseling, organizations could combat the social insecurities found in some leaders, and consequently, their destructive behavior.
Limitations and future research Several limitations in our study that should be addressed by future research warrant mention. First, the cross-sectional nature of our data precludes us from making causal inferences. Future research should thus replicate our findings using longitudinal or experimental methodologies. Second, because our study examined American leader-subordinate dyads, the generalizability of our findings to other countries and cultures remains to be demonstrated. Therefore, it is important that future research replicate our findings amongst culturally diverse samples. Third, our research relies on a single subordinate's perception of abusive supervision. Future studies would benefit from multiple ratings of abusive supervision, especially given possible variance among followers in the experience of mistreatment. Fourth, although we used a variety of procedural and statistical remedies to prevent and test for common method variance, given that the independent variables and our mediating variable were self-reported by leaders, we cannot totally mitigate this concern. We thus recommend that future research use temporal separation of measurement (Podsakoff et al., 2012) of attachment orientation and social self-efficacy.
Fifth, the possibility that our sample consists of relatively non-abusive supervisors remains (i.e. subordinates only invited their leaders if they display little abusive behavior, or mostly non-abusive leaders responded to the invitation to participate). However, as suggested by Rogelberg and Stanton (2007) , we mitigate this concern by comparing the mean rating of abusive supervision from our sample to that of population estimates (n ¼ 23,791) reported in a recent meta-analysis (Mackey et al., 2017) . The mean level of abusive supervision in our study (M ¼ 1.92, SD ¼ 1.08) was significantly higher than the population mean (M ¼ 1.68, SD ¼ 0.78), t(23,902) ¼ −3.27, p o0.01. Thus, while our mean level of abusive supervision is low, it is still higher than national norms, and is consistent with Tepper's (2000 Tepper's ( , 2007 conclusion that abusive supervision has a low base rate. Further, uncovering effects despite low levels of abusive supervisory behavior represents a conservative test of our hypotheses; we suspect the effects found may be even stronger among more abusive leaders. Nevertheless, we encourage future research to replicate our findings with a sample containing higher levels of abusive supervision.
Several other avenues for future research that arise from our study also warrant mention. First, considering what additional variables-and in particular, those pertaining to leaders' self-perceptions-may mediate the relationship between attachment and abusive supervision is important. One possibility is leaders' self-efficacy for emotional regulation (Wang et al., 2011) .
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Individuals who score high on the anxious attachment dimension may be low in this perceived competency given failed early experiences with affect regulation among caregivers , and thus by extension, may also be more likely to aggressively direct their negative emotions at followers (Deng et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2011) .
Second, future research may benefit from exploring potential moderators to the relationships of concern. Specifically, while leaders may possess detrimental attachment orientations given experiences with primary caregivers, the existence of more positive bonds later in life may help to circumvent the negative effects discovered in this study. For example, the levels of support that leaders' receive from colleagues, their own supervisors or their spouse, may curtail the negative impact of insecure attachment on leadership.
Third, future research might benefit from a simultaneous focus on subordinates' attachment. In line with victim precipitation models of workplace aggression (Aquino, 2000) , subordinates characterized by anxious attachment may behave in ways (e.g. routine displays of anger, hostility) that increase the likelihood a supervisor will behave aggressively toward them. This in no way absolves supervisors from inappropriate behavior, or invalidates subordinate suffering. However, should subordinate attachment prove to be a significant moderator, more support will be found for the conjecture that a combination of leader and follower characteristics is responsible for eliciting destructive leadership (Aquino, 2000) .
Conclusion
The implications of abusive supervision highlight the need to fully understand the precursors of this destructive form of leadership. The goal of the current research was to contribute to the growing body of literature on the antecedents of abusive supervision by investigating the predictive role of attachment orientations and social self-efficacy. In so doing, this study speaks to the cognitions and perceptions underlying the emergence of destructive leadership. While the need for longitudinal, multi-level replications remains, our findings provide initial insights into how leaders' views of the self, others and their own capabilities contribute to their abusive behavior, ultimately expanding our current view of those who enact abusive supervision.
Notes
1. We tested whether leaders' responses to attachment orientation and social self-efficacy were affected by common method variance using Harmon's single factor approach. To do so, we conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) wherein items measuring the close, depend and anxious attachment dimensions, along with items measuring social self-efficacy, were included in the EFA; the number of factors extracted was constrained to one. We then examined the unrotated factor structure to determine if the one factor explained the majority (i.e. W50 percent) of variance. This test revealed that one factor did not explain the majority of variance (34.42 percent), suggesting that the data likely are not affected by common method variance.
2. Post hoc analyses were conducted to provide empirical support for combining the close and depend dimensions. Specifically, we computed a series of simple regressions in which the close, depend and anxious dimensions were simultaneous predictors of social self-efficacy and abusive supervision, and each attachment dimension was a single predictor of each criterion variable (i.e. only one attachment dimension was included in the regression). Results from these analyses (which can be obtained from the first author) revealed that when analyzed separately, each dimension was significantly related to social self-efficacy and abusive supervision. However, once all three attachment dimensions were included as simultaneous predictors, the depend dimension no longer made a significant contribution to each model. These results suggest the construct space is shared by the depend and close dimensions, as the close dimension almost completely subsumes the variance explained in social self-efficacy and abusive supervision.
